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Research Article
Abstract 
This study assessed hunting practices in Ikot Ubo Village, Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. Data was 
obtained through detailed structured questionnaires administered to 45 respondents in the study 
area. Descriptive statistics and econometric models were employed to analyze the data 
collected. The results obtained indicated that the majority of the respondents were male 
(78.40%), married (78.38%), aged between 21-40 years (91.90%) literate (86.49%), and had a 
household size of more than 6 persons (43.24%). Also, the majority of the traders earned between 
₦11,000 - ₦15,000 income monthly (51.40%), had a residency period of 6 – 10 years (24.32%) and 
less than 5 years hunting experience (48.65%). Hunting was both at day and night periods 
(54.05%) and most (89.18%) of them trekked more than 25km during a hunting expedition and 
were neither registered with relevant authorities (89.18%) nor licensed to carry ammunition 
(91.89%).  Food was the major reason for hunting and bars/joint was the marketing point for their 
catch. Prices of bushmeat catch range between ₦1,000 - ₦16,000 and antelope were the most 
expensive species traded in the study area. Rain (45.95%) was the major challenge facing hunters 
while gender, age, household position, and tool used by a hunter were the significant factors 
(p<0.05) that affected the hunters’ catch. The study recommends more investment and 
development in the rural areas as these would help in reducing wildlife exploitation and trade in 
the wildlife resources thereby conserving it for ecological balance. 
 
Keywords: Hunting practices, Bushmeat trade, Livelihood income, Households, Conservation, 
Nigeria
 
1. Introduction 
Hunting is illegal hunting, killing, or capturing of animals, a practice that occurs in a variety of 
ways (Happlod 2000). Hunting otherwise known as poaching can refer to the failure to comply 
with regulations for legal harvest, resulting in the illegal taking of wildlife that would otherwise be 
allowable (Ijeomah and Aiyeloja 2010). Examples include; taking without a license, or permit, use 
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of prohibited weapon or trap, taking outside of the designated time or day or year, and taking 
of prohibited sex or life stage. (Byron, 2011)  
Hunting can also refer to the taking of animals from a gazetted wildlife sanctuary such as a 
national park, game reserve, or zoological garden. (Adetoro et al, 2011). Hunting and gathering 
of wild animals have always been and continue to be an important aspect of life in rural African 
societies. Even in modern-day Africa some groups such as bush men in southern Africa depend 
almost entirely on hunting and gathering to obtain essential protein and cash income, while 
many other groups supplement their livelihood considerably by hunting (Ritchter and Butynski, 
1973; Asibey, 1974; Ajayi, 1979; Jacob et al., 2016; Tutu et al., 1994). In many African countries, 
hunting is not only a means of securing food resources but is also a social event (rite of passage) 
in which young men proved their manhood. (Infeild, 1988) 
Several studies have documented bush meat as the main source of dietary protein and one of 
the most important sources of income for rural people in Africa (Wilkie and Carpenter 1999; 
ABCG. 2004). Hunting has been specifically identified as a threat for 84% mammalian species and 
subspecies from the west and central Africa by the International union per conservation of nature 
(IUCN, 2000), as cited in Bowen Jones et al., 2002) and 60% of the mammal species might be 
hunted unsustainably (Fa et al., 2002). According to Gautam et al. (2003), the forest is an integral 
part of the subsistence agriculture practiced by the majority of rural people (hunters) who utilize 
the forest resources for meeting their needs. Hunting business is frequently an important economic 
activity in these rural areas and is therefore posited as a potential for poverty alleviation or at the 
very least poverty reduction (Wunder 2001; Jacob et al., 2012). Wild ungulates and other animals 
are generally acknowledged as valuable sources of meat and other commodities in many 
tropical societies and are widely consumed in West African countries (Wilkie, 1998) 
Most Wildlife animals consumed by the populace are locally termed “Bushmeat” and are 
consumed by both rural and urban dweller with variation in magnitude of its exploitation and 
consumption (Bifarin et al., 2008) It has been observed by (Nasi et al., (2011); and Heywood, 2013) 
that many people find pleasure in exploiting wildlife resources without giving necessary 
consideration to their conservation and as such leads to the extinction of these animals in the 
wild. With increasing human populations, the increasing commercialization of Bushmeat and 
increasing access to the forest, Bushmeat hunting has become the most significant immediate 
threat to wildlife in many African and Asian countries (Robison et al., 1999; Robinson and Bennett, 
2000; Milner-Gulland and Bennett, 2003)  
Prevailing scientific opinion is that current species extinctions and biodiversity declines are higher 
now than at any other point in human history and that the major cause is the human species. 
Geographic nuclei of species extinctions are areas where human populations and pressure from 
hunting and agriculture are more intense. (Ceballos and Ehrlich, 2002).  The impacts of 
unsustainable Bushmeat harvests are now glaring. This is in addition to various researches that 
have been focused on documenting the effects of village hunting on local wildlife populations 
(Fitzgibbon et al, 1995; Fimbel and Curran, 2000; Blom et.al, 2005), and quantifying the scale of 
the commercial Bushmeat trade using market surveys (Juste et al, 1995; Noss, 1998; Fa et al, 2000, 
Refish, 2005).   
Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria is blessed with abundant natural resources with great potential for 
economic growth and transformation. These abundant natural resources include among others 
but the fast diminishing forest and wildlife resources (Jacob and Nelson, 2015; Ukpong et al., 2012). 
The forest has played a vital role in maintaining the health and wellbeing of the majority of the 
population and providing them with the means to live and more recently to generate income 
(Jacob et al, 2016; Byron and Arnold, 1999). 
The rich and fertile soil of the study area, in combination with equatorial climate, supports the 
growth of a great variety of species of plants and habitat for animals on which the study 
population is highly dependent for daily sustenance. However the actual financial and economic 
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benefits which the rural communities and households derive from forest extraction are difficult to 
estimate (Udo and Udofia 2006). The Bushmeat boom and bust in the west and central Africa 
due to intensive exploitation of the wildlife species has depleted (Barnes, 2002). In Nsit Ubium as 
other forest ecosystems prolonged poaching, deforestation, and wildlife habitat loss have 
seriously depleted, threatened and endangered fauna diversity resources within the locality 
(Jacob et al., 2014; 2016; Ukpong et al., 2012; Udegha et al, 2013) so as to generate means of 
income like practicing agricultural activities resulting in habitat degradation and fragmentation 
and increased rate of wildlife hunting in the study area. Therefore this study shall seek to provide 
an in-depth understanding of the survey of hunting practices in the study area. It is believed that 
the result of this study will contribute to the knowledge of those into the hunting business in the 
study area. 
 
2. Methodology 
 
2.1 Study Area  
The study was carried out in Ikot Ubo, Nsit Ubium Local government Area Akwa Ibom State, 
Nigeria Nsit Ubium lies on the southeast of the map. The coordinates of the area have 4°46'0" N 
7°56'0'' E and 4.766670N 7.933330E. It covers a landmass of 242.942sqkm. With a population of 
males with a total of 68, 163 60, and females 68 128, 23 according to 2006 National census. Nsit 
Ubium consists of two clans-Nsit and Ubium. With 31 villages in Nsit clan and 33 in Ubium clan. The 
topography of the local government is undulating with few shallow depressions, dry valleys, few 
rivers, and surface drainage with an average annual rainfall of 2000mm-3000mm, it has a tropical 
climate, it is significant most months and the years and the short dry season has little effect. The 
community is blessed with three natural forests namely; Akai Inyang, Akai ndon akana, and Akai 
Usen-eti which is abundant in human and natural resources. Gmelina Arborea and other 
economic trees are predominant in the area. However, most of the rural households depend on 
the forests for their subsistence agriculture, hunting, and gathering of forest-based resources for 
their food and non-food needs which tend to degrade the ecosystem and threatened the 
existence of the forest (Ukpong et al., 2013). 
 
2.2 Data Collection Technique 
Total enumeration was conducted on the available hunters association in the study area (Nwa 
kpo Itaa association). The Association comprises forty-five members who usually assemble in a 
group for the association meetings on weekly bases.  
The main data collection exercises include the distribution of questionnaires to the hunters, 
interviews, and on-site data collection and inspection. It was written in English and later 
interpreted to the respondents in their native language. And other data sources were obtained 
using a well-structured questionnaire was used in the gathering of primary data in other to ensure 
variation and representativeness (Udeagha 2015; Heubach 2012; Angelsen et al., 2011a; 2011b; 
Rubin and Babbie, 2008; Babbie, 2005) and another method was focus group discussion (FGD). 
The questionnaire being the instrument for data collection was subjected to content and had 
faced validity by the research supervisor. 
 
2.3 Data Analysis 
This study employed the use of both quantitative and qualitative data analysis techniques in the 
form of both probability and non-probability statistical analysis. These include the use of 
frequencies, measures of central tendency, and regression. 
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2.3.1 The determinants of Total Hunters Catch 
Ordinary linear regression (OLS) analysis was used to estimate the determinants of total hunters' 
income for the study area. In the analysis, the total catch was transformed using natural 
logarithms to control for variance and to ensure normality (Onoja, et al 2009). 
The formula is given as; 
Log Y = a + b1X1+ b2 X2 + b3 X3 + b4 X4 + -----b10X10+µ----- (Eqn. 1) 
Where Y = Total hunters income in Naira (N), a = constant, bі= parameters estimates and i =1, 2--
---10 which are the regression coefficient of Xi variable 
X1= Gender of hunters head (male 1, and Female = 0); 
X2 = Age of hunter (Years); 
X3= Household position; 
X4 = Marital status of hunters; 
X5 = Educational status (years); 
X6 = Household size; 
X7 = Primary occupation; 
X8 = Secondary occupation; 
X9 =Residency (years); 
Х10=Monthly Income 
µ = factors that may not be adequately accounted for but contributes to total hunters catch. 
The a priori expectations of the changes in variables X1 to X10 on output (revenue) are indicated 
in Table 1. 
Table 1: The a priori expectations of the changes in variables affecting total hunter’s catch 
in Ikot Ubo village 
Determinant Variable Input Output Explanations of the relationship 
Gender X1 + + An increase in the male household members would 
increase working efficiency which would increase the 
carcass yield of hunters. 
Age of hunter X2 + - An increase in the age of a hunter would decrease 
the number of animals caught by a hunter. 
Household position X3 + + An increase in the number of household heads would 
increase the number of animals caught. 
Marital status X4 + + An increase in the number of married hunters would 
decrease the number of animals caught by the 
hunters. 
Educational status X5 + + An increase in schooling years of a hunter would lead 
to a decrease in the number of animals caught. 
Household size X6 + - An increase in the size of the household would affect 
working efficiency, resulting in a decrease in the 
hunter's catch. 
Primary occupation X7 + + Increase in the number of hunters engaged in hunting 
as their primary occupation would increase in the 
number of animals caught by a hunter. 
Household size X8 + - Increase in the number of hunters who engaged in 
hunting as a secondary occupation would result in a 
decrease in the number of animals caught by the 
hunter. 
Residency X9 + + An increase in the number of years spent in a locality 
would affect efficiency in increasing hunter's catch. 
Income X10 + + An increase in income generated from hunting would 
increase the number of animals caught by a hunter. 
  + = increase in input/output; - = decrease in input/output 
© Jacob, Eniang, Ubo & Nelson 
43 Published by Scientific Research Initiative, 3112 Jarvis Ave, Warren, MI 48091, USA 
 
3. Results and Discussion 
 
3.1 Socio-Economic Characteristics of Respondents 
For the respondents' gender, 78.40 % were males while 21.05% females as shown in (Table 2). This 
indicates a more male-headed household than the female-headed household. On average, The 
result obtained agreed with the findings of  Wiessner (1996) who observed that based on 
nutritional benefits, men contribute about 65% 0f the calories and 85% of the protein to the 
forager diet (Kaplan et al. 2000; Marlowe 2001). The observation that men hunt and the women 
gather to support the simplistic view of marriage as a cooperative enterprise (Henrich 2007) 
The age brackets of the respondents were grouped into classes < 20 years,21-30years were 
45.95%, 31- 40 years 45.95%, 41-50years 5.41%, and 50years, and above 2.70%. This means that the 
respondents with the age range of  45.95% are young and still in their active working years. This 
agrees with the observation of Jacob et al., (2015) and (2013) that most of the support zone 
communities around the forest areas in Nigeria are young and actively engaged in livelihood 
activities and is also similar to the report by Infield, (1988) that men from an early age were 
involved in hunting and selling of Bushmeat. 
Marital status showed that 16.22% of the respondents were single, 78.38% were married and 5.41% 
widower/widow. According to Waite and Gallagher (2000), marriages generally add a potential 
earner to the household and increase the economic wellbeing of members of the family. The 
married have more responsibility to perform by providing for food, shelter, education, to their 
household so they tend to save much higher portions of the income they generate and hunt 
more. The result shows that most of the Bushmeat sellers were married people only a few of them 
are single and divorced/widowed it is in line with the report of Wilkie (2000).    
With respect to the level of education, 13.51%of the respondents had no formal education, 
according to Anyanwu (2010), low education leads to poverty and poverty leads to low 
education. 37.84% had primary education and 48.65% of the respondents had SSCE.   
Respondents household size were grouped into classes and it shows <3 members of the family 
had 27.03%, followed by 4-6 members of the family with 29.73% and >6 had 43.24%members of 
the family. Balikoowa (2011) suggests that large households require more resources to meets their 
livelihood needs; this increases the demand for resources. This is in line with the report by Wilkie et 
al. (2002) that Bushmeat sales contribute 6-40% of the household daily income. 
The occupation was subdivided into primary and secondary occupations. The result, majority 
72.97% of those surveyed were hunters followed by farmers 27.03%. The males were engaged in 
hunting while the women were into farming as their main occupation. 70.27% were into trading 
of wildlife products obtained from the forests during hunting expeditions and 29.73% engaged in 
jobs as laborers. 
The years of residence of the sampled respondents in the study area showed that respondents of 
<5years had 18.92%, followed by those who lived between 6-10years had 24.32%,8.11% were 
those who lived in the area for 11-15%, followed by those who lived between 16-20 and >20years 
who made up with 21.62% respectively. Shackleton (2004) asserts that years of residence of 
respondents in the study area has a significant effect on the income of households because of 
the more their number of years in the area, the more their chances of getting involved in the 
collection of forest products. 
Bushmeat trade in the study area is lucrative and it is a significant source of income. The 
respondents with the highest percentage opined that they have no other source of income than 
bushmeat marketing from which they earned monthly. This is in line with the report by Gally(2001). 
The distribution of respondents by income level as shown in table 1 indicates that 5.41% earned 
a monthly income that is less than N1000, 16.22% earned N2000-N5000, and 27.03% earned N6000-
N10, 000, 51.40% earned between N11, 000-N15, 000. This can be attributed to the fact that all 
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respondents had similar occupations (hunting, farming, trading, and laboring jobs) and therefore 
likely to have similar incomes (Balikoowa, 2011). 
 
Table 2: Socio-Economic Characteristics of Respondents 
S/N VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
1. Gender 
Male 
Female 
 
29 
8 
 
78.40% 
21.05% 
2. Age 
<20years 
21-30 
31-40 
41-50 
50 and above 
 
0 
17 
17 
2 
1 
 
0 
45.95% 
45.95% 
5.4% 
2.70% 
3. Household Head 
Yes 
No 
 
26 
11 
 
70.27% 
29.73% 
4. Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Widower/Widow 
 
6 
29 
2 
 
16.22% 
78.38% 
5.41% 
5. Educational Status 
Non-Formal 
Primary 
Secondary 
 
5 
14 
18 
 
13.51% 
37.84% 
48.65% 
6. Household Size 
< 3 
4-6 
>6 
 
10 
11 
16 
 
27.03% 
29.73% 
43.24% 
7. Primary Occupation 
Hunting 
Farming 
 
27 
10 
 
72.97% 
27.03% 
8. Secondary Occupation 
Trading 
Laborer 
 
26 
11 
 
70.27% 
29.73% 
9. Years of Residence 
< 5years 
6-10 years 
11-13 years 
16-20 years 
> 20 years 
 
7 
9 
3 
8 
8 
 
18.92% 
24.32% 
8.11% 
21.62% 
21.62% 
10. Monthly Income 
< 1,000 
2,000 - 5,000 
6,000 - 10,000 
11,000 - 15,000 
>15,000 
 
2 
6 
10 
19 
0 
 
5.41% 
16.22% 
27.03% 
51.40% 
0.00% 
 
3.2 Respondents hunting experience and tools 
 
3.2.1 Hunting Experience 
The respondents' view of their hunting experience is shown in table 3. The majority (48.65%) of the 
respondents had less than 5 years' experience in hunting. This was followed by those with 6 – 10 
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years and > 20 years with 17.22% and 13.51% respectively. Those with 11 – 15 years and 16 – 20 
years of experience had the least number of years with 10.81% respectively. This is an indication 
that the majority of the hunters are new in the trade and would not be as versatile as an older 
hunter with more years of experience. According to Muchaal and Ngandjui (1999), Peres (2000) 
and Hart (2000), having even a minute knowledge of hunting is considerable whether it's a 
commercial or subsistence hunting for an efficient catch. Also, during the focus group discussion, 
13.51% of the respondents resided in the village while the remaining 86.49% of the hunter resided 
outside the study area. The residing hunters could also be regarded as being "village-based" 
according to the typology of Okouyi (2006). This group of hunters lived permanently in the village 
and hunt for subsistence purposes, either for self-consumption or to earn cash for primary 
expenses. The other group who reside outside the village are regarded as “specialized hunters” 
who targeted mainly certain valuable species like duiker, red river hog (Okouyi 2006). This is in 
accordance with Peres (2003) who reported that mean body mass of offtakes correlated with 
age of settlements which is indicative of different levels of hunting pressure.   
 
3.2.2 Distance to Hunting Ground 
The result in table 3 indicates that the majority (89.18%) of the respondents trekked more than 
25km to their hunting ground and the remaining 10.82% of the respondents trekked less than 20km 
to their hunting ground. Further probe of the hunters who trekked very far distance to their hunting 
ground indicates that they also make use of vehicles to get to their hunting ground more easily 
when the road is motorable. The respondents attributed the reason for trekking a long distance 
to their hunting ground for hunting to the scarcity of animals in their immediate environment. This 
is in accordance with the observation of Lahm (1993) and Slade et al.  (1998) who reported that 
off takes of <5km made by an individual during hunting are usually of low output, and in order for 
a higher proportion of large game, much effort and distance covered is required during hunting. 
 
3.2.3 Tools used for hunting 
Machete was the most common hunting tool used by all hunters (31.36%) in the study area. 
Machete is used as a weapon for protection, clearing of pathways, and for cutting and 
slaughtering of catch in the field. Other tools include traps (26.27%), guns (23.73%), and 
headlamps (11.07%), while dogs were the least used tools during hunting in the study area (Table 
3). The dogs help in chasing the wild animals into the path of a waiting hunter to be killed. This is 
also in line with the observation of Ledger and Smith (1964), that some hunters use a combination 
of running and tracking to pursue their prey to exhaustion. Gun is used in killing larger preys and 
other animals the hunters cannot easily get closer to catch. According to the reports of the Food 
and Agriculture Organization (FAO, 1981), the types of guns used are either double or single barrel 
and dependable on the financial status of the hunter.  The proliferation of guns has made the 
rhythm of hunting extremely variable, with periods in which the hunters went to forests every day. 
Also, studies have reported the use of a distress duiker call by some hunters to hunt some species 
of animals. The call triggers others either to run toward or discreetly approach the call point. 
 
3.2.4 Hunting periods 
The majority (54.05%) of the hunters hunted both in the day and night time in the study area, 
followed by those who hunted in the day time (35.14%) while only 10.81% hunted in the night 
(table 3). Diurnal hunting was mostly preferred because most of their prey is active during the 
day. And more importantly, there is very good visibility to the hunter to spot an animal when it 
comes to hunting for food, and off-take for nocturnal animals are usually low. Hunters who hunt 
both in the day and night usually spent their night in their camp preparing for their hunt in the day 
or vice versa. This is in agreement with Adu et al. (1999). 
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3.2.5 Hunting habitat 
Hunting can be done in both the farm, primary or secondary forest. In the study area, the majority 
of the hunters (48.65%) hunted both in the farmland and the forest area, while the least area 
(8.11%) where the respondents hunted was in a forest land (table 3). In the study area, there are 
three forests in the community namely; Akai Inyang, Akai Ndon Akana, and Akai Usen-Eti. The 
above mention forests were once endowed with abundant fauna and flora biodiversity. 
However, due to unsustainable exploitation, the forest areas have been degraded, thus 
prompting the hunters to also hunt in farmlands.  This agrees with Svensson and Friant (2014) and 
Friant et al. (2015) observation that hunters in rural communities are commonly hunter-farmers, 
often sleeping and hunting in both forest and farmland.  
 
3.2.6 Frequency of hunting 
The frequency of hunting by respondents is presented in table 3. The result indicates that about 
45.95%of the hunters hunted daily for animals, 35.14% hunted weekly, and 18.91% carried out their 
hunting activities monthly. This is an indication that there is intensive hunting in the study area 
which will have a devastating effect on the population of the hunted species, thereby posing a 
great threat to wildlife conservation in the study area. The impact of indiscriminate hunting of 
wildlife has been reported by Jacob et al. (2018a, b). 
 
3.2.7 Reasons for Hunting 
More than 67% of the respondents were engaged in hunting practices in the study area as a 
mean for food, while 42.62% and 6.56% of the respondents were engaged in the practices for 
income for the payment of their children’s school fees and catering for their families and other 
various reasons such as craft respectively. This agrees with Ogunjinmi and Ijeomah (2010) 
observation that a hunter hunts animal for food and income, not for leisure. Other reasons include 
its affordability, familiarity, traditional or as a prestige (Wilkie et al., 2005; Jacob et al., 2018a). 
Acquisition of animal trophies as cultural artifacts or for personal adornment (e.g. Skin, feathers, 
Teeth) is a widespread practice throughout tropical forest regions and many of these artifacts 
are from animals which are not hunted for its meat e.g. hornbills, birds of paradise and large 
carnivores (Mockin et al., 2005). Some of these hunted animals are regarded as having medicinal 
properties or have a particular symbolic or social importance (Mockrin et al., 2005). However, for 
some cultures, hunting is compounded by a lack of understanding that natural resources can 
become scarce (Croll and Parkin, 1992), hence being a hunter is considered a prestige. A hunter 
is gaining the respect of his community, attains manhood, and wins a bride (Bennett and 
Robinson, 2000). 
  
3.2.8  Registration and licensed to use ammunition 
The majority (89.18%) of the respondents were not registered with relevant authority nor licensed 
(91.90%) to carry firearms in the study area. This is as a result of most of the guns being locally 
fabricated by a blacksmith and some of the hunters inherited it from their parent.  Also, the 
process of obtaining a registration and license to use a gun in the country is very cumbersome 
and it is not a guarantee that the permit will be granted. This among many other factors has 
contributed to the non-registration and acquisition of gun permits in the study area. 
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Table 3: Respondents hunting experience and tools 
Variable Frequency Percentage (%) 
Hunting experience 
< 5years 
6 – 10 
11 – 15 
16 – 20 
> 20years 
 
18 
6 
4 
4 
5 
 
48.65 
16.22 
10.81 
10.81 
13.51 
Distance to hunting ground 
< 15km 
16 – 20 
21 – 25 
> 25km 
 
2 
2 
0 
33 
 
5.41 
5.41 
0.00 
89.18 
Tools used for hunting 
Dogs 
Guns 
Machete 
Headlamp 
Trap 
 
9 
28 
37 
13 
31 
 
7.63 
23.73 
31.36 
11.07 
26.27 
Hunting period 
Day only 
Night only 
Day and Night 
 
13 
4 
20 
 
35.14 
10.81 
54.05 
Hunting habitat 
Forest Land only 
Farm Land only 
Forest and Farm Land 
 
3 
16 
18 
 
8.11 
43.24 
48.65 
Frequency of hunting 
Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Yearly 
 
17 
13 
7 
0 
 
45.95 
35.14 
18.91 
0.00 
Reasons for hunting 
a) Food 
b) Income 
c) Leisure 
d) Others, e. g. craft, skin, etc 
 
31 
26 
0 
4 
 
50.82 
42.62 
0.00 
6.56 
Registration with the relevant 
authority 
Yes 
No 
 
 
4 
33 
 
 
10.81 
89.18 
Licensed to use ammunition 
Yes 
No 
 
3 
34 
 
8.11 
91.89 
 
3.3 Species Preference in Hunting 
The species of animals that were mostly preferred by the respondents were; grasscutter (51.40%), 
antelope (29.73%), monkey (13.51 %,) and porcupine (5.41%) were in high demand by buyers 
(Table 4). This is in line with the report of Gally and Jeanmart (1996) that hunters made more profits 
from the sale of grasscutter which was in high demand than in the sale of monkeys and antelopes. 
Grasscutter tends to be more expensive depending on the size of the carcass as the price of 
each carcass correlated with its size or weight.  
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Table 4: Respondents species preference during hunting 
Variable Scientific name Local names Frequency Percentage 
Antelope Hippotragus equines Edop 11 29.73% 
Monkey Erythrocibus patas Ebok 5 13.51% 
Grasscutter Thryonomys swinderianus Inne 19 51.40% 
Porcupine Hystrix cristata Emiang 2 5.41% 
 
3.4 Marketing points of hunters’ catch 
Figure 1 below shows the respondents' marketing point of their bushmeat carcasses caught 
hunting expedition. The result shows that the majority (35.14%) of the respondents sold their catch 
to the bars and joints that are within the locality and other nearby communities. This was followed 
by 24.32% of the respondents who sold their catch in the rural and urban market, while 16.22% of 
the respondents consumed the species that they mostly preferred as meals for their family. This is 
in agreement with the observation of Alade and Onadeko (2017) that most of the bushmeat 
caresses are sold in the market or along with trading points in almost every town and city 
bothering hunting sites.  
 
 
Figure 1: Respondents point of sales of Bushmeat caught in Ikot Ubo village 
 
3.5 Determinants of Bushmeat price 
A Price determinant of bushmeat hunted by an individual hunter is shown below in figure 2.  The 
result indicates that members of the group (83.80%) determined the price at which each species 
of bushmeat carcass should be sold. This is so because members of the group are not hindered 
by any factor or law that prohibits them from determining the price at which they have to sell 
their catch after their hunting expedition. However, 5.41% of the respondents believed that the 
leader of the association determines the price of some bushmeat due to the challenges faced 
during the hunting expeditions and its demand. Only 2.00% agreed that the consumers had a 
role to play on determining the price of selling the carcass of each hunted wildlife species. This 
finding is in accordance with Crookes et al, (2005) who reported that hunters are the major 
determinants of prices for individual wildlife species carcass to be sold. 
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Figure 2: Price determinant for bushmeat sold in Ikot Ubo village 
 
3.6 Prices of hunted Animals in Ikot Ubo Village 
The prices of bushmeat sold by respondents in the study area ranged between ₦1000 and ₦16000 
(Figure 3). Antelope was the costliest (₦16000) species of bushmeat sold in the study area. This 
was followed by bush pig, grasscutter, hyena, porcupine and python with ₦8000, ₦6000, ₦5000 
and ₦4500 respectively. The prices for these species tend to vary according to season and weight 
of the carcass size of the species traded. Antelope was the costliest of the species because of its 
high demand by buyers. The price range reported for the study is similar to Alade and Onadeko 
(2017) who reported prices of bushmeat traded in Lagos daily to be between ₦1000 and ₦20000. 
This finding is also supported by similar studies by Godoy et al. (2002) and Shenck et al. (2006) who 
reported that changes in the price of bushmeat are created by market demand for these 
species.  
 
Figure 3: Prices of Bushmeat traded in Ikot Ubo village 
 
3.7 Challenges faced by respondents during hunting expeditions 
During the focus group discussions, the respondents related the challenges they face during the 
hunting activities. The majority (45.95%) of the respondents indicated that rain was the major 
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factor that hindered them during the hunting expedition. According to them, visibility is usually 
worse during the rainy seasons, as animals tend to hide in closed vegetation and they find it hard 
to observe the movement of animals when they come out to feed. This reverse is the case in the 
dry season where visibility is high due to open vegetation. This, therefore, implies that hunters do 
not obtain much catch because of the rainy season.  Also, 24.32% and 21.62% of the respondents 
indicated that ants and snake/scorpion sting respectively was a factor that hinders them during 
hunting, including other bites the get from an injured animal which is trying to escape from the 
trap. This could be more dangerous and could lead to the instant death of the individual involved 
if there is no quick remedy given to him. Only 8.11% of the respondents perceived tiredness and 
fatigue as the least challenges they faced during their hunting expedition.  This is in accordance 
with Brown and Williams (2003) reports on issues and challenges faced by hunters and policy 
development to reduce the trade of bushmeat. Also, Bifarin et al. (2008) reported that the 
quantity of bushmeat caught by hunters is usually high during the dry season. This is also attributed 
to the incessant bush burning during the dry season which rid the animals of their habitat and 
their search for food and water invariably exposes them to predators as well as hunters (Alade 
and Onadeko, 2017).  
 
Figure 4: Challenges faced by respondents during hunting expeditions in Ikot Ubo village 
 
3.8 Determinants of total hunter’s catch  
The result of the analysis of factors affecting a hunter’s catch is indicated in table 5. The 
coefficient of multiple determination (R2) value is 0.496, implying that all the regressors included 
in the model explained about 49.6% of the variations in the hunter’s catch in the study area. The 
F-Statistic of 1.970 was highly significant at p < 0.01 and indicated that the regressors included in 
the model had a positive impact on the hunter’s catch in the study area.  
Coefficients of gender, age, household position, and tools used were significant factors that 
affected the hunters' catch. 
Gender of the hunter was observed to influence hunting efficiency; the gender parameter had 
the expected positive sign (4.12) and was significant at a 1 % level, implying that being a male 
hunter increased the probability of the hunter catching more animal. This is in agreement with 
Green et al. (2009) observation but contradicted with the observation of Igbaria and Shayo 
(2007) and Crawford and Nonis (1996) that gender did not have a significant impact on a person's 
performance. However, according to International Labor Organization and United Nation 
Development Programmes (ILO and UNDP, 2009), women are faced with the challenges of 
combining their work activities with caring for their families and the needs of their personal life. 
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This, therefore, reduces their productivity in terms of the number of animals that could be caught 
by them. 
Age (-0.94) was significant at 10 percent (p<0.10) probability level. The negative coefficient of 
the age of the household head with hunting catch implies that as a household head ages, he 
becomes more experienced and find it very easy to take the risk and diversify his livelihood 
strategies vice versa. This result conforms to findings of Jacob et al. (2018), Jacob et al. (2017), 
Alade and Onadeko (2017), Udeagha (2015), Emias et al. (2014), Anyanwu (2013) and Bifarin et 
al. (2008) that majority of hunters are within the age group of people who are active, brave and 
energetic since hunting as an occupation is risky and tedious in nature. 
The result showed that the household size of the hunter (-3.46, p < 0.01) significantly affected the 
output (number of animals caught) of the hunter negatively. This implies that an increase in the 
number of the household size of a hunter would decrease his output efficiency. This is in contrast 
with Fagan (2015) who reported that married men are very productive with children. This is 
because an increase in household size is likely to increase the responsibility of the hunter at home 
which also affects his/her efficiency. Hunting is all about patience and timing. This implies the 
hunter spending more hours in the bush than at home, hence a hunter with a large household 
size is likely to be affected as he won't be able to afford to spend less time with his family who 
requires his presence. Also, the seasonal nature of hunting especially during periods of heavy rain 
which brings about unfavorable terrain e.g. flooding, muddy patches, the slippery path usually 
discourages most hunters (Alade and Onadeko, 2017). These periods lead to less availability of 
bushmeat which means the hunter will have less catch which translates to poor income. This will 
also affect his productivity as he is more likely to engage his time in alternative income sources to 
earn more revenue to be able to meet the needs and aspirations of his household. 
The type of tool used by a hunter significantly affected his/her output (0.06, p < 0.05). This implies 
that the level of sophistication of a hunter tool will invariably determine the number of animals 
he/she will be able to catch. According to FAO (), the success of a hunter catching more 
bushmeat is dependent on the different types of hunting tools used, which invariably determines 
the species and sex composition of the catch. 
Table 5: Determinant of total hunter’s catch in study area 
Variable Coefficients Standard Error P-value 
Intercept 2.6254 1.7054 0.137 
Gender 4.1206 1.0122 0.000*** 
Age -0.9367 0.5124 0.080* 
HH position -3.4577 0.8128 0.000*** 
Marital status -0.3872 0.4987 0.445 
Educational status 0.0696 0.0594 0.253 
Household size 0.4105 0.2727 0.145 
Primary occupation -0.0918 0.5332 0.865 
Secondary occupation 0.5337 0.3144 0.103 
Years of residence 0.3068 0.2304 0.196 
Monthly income -7.8492 6.2964 0.225 
Years of hunting 0.0174 0.0322 0.593 
Tools used 0.0563 0.0216 0.015** 
R2= 0.496; R2 Adjusted = 0.244; F = 1.970* 
*** = significant at p<0.01, ** = significant at p<0.05, * = significant at p<0.1 
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4. Conclusions 
The study revealed that 72.97%of hunters carry out their hunting practices in the community 
forests and income generated is for the upkeep of their family. Species marketed and preferred 
by buyers and sellers were antelopes, bush pigs, monkeys, grasscutter, hare, python, porcupine, 
hyena, duikers. Instruments used were guns, traps, and dogs. 
These forests are known to be very productive and support immensely to the livelihood of the 
people, by supplying them with various benefits such as food (Animals and vegetables) that 
supports healthy living, medicine, and income generation in order to meet the needs of families 
such as training of wards educationally, clothing and other miscellaneous. The challenges faced 
by the hunters during their hunting expedition were rain, ants, tiredness/pains, and snake/scorpion 
bites. But the major challenge was bites gotten from the injured animal which is trying to escape 
from the trap; this could possibly lead to the instant death of the individual if no quick remedy is 
given to them. And also during rainy seasons, the movements of the animals aren't really 
observed by the hunters due to the close vegetation. Hundred percent (100%) of the respondents 
opined positively that even though bushmeat hunting is their source of livelihood they are willing 
to support controlled hunting and wildlife conservation. The hunters saw with the researcher that 
if continuous and heavy hunting is done, it will cause some resources to go extinct in the nearest 
future. The study, therefore, recommends that: 
1. Appropriate conservation measures should be put in place for the community forests, 
otherwise, people may not benefit from the forests in the future. 
2. The government should engage extension service workers so as to help sensitize the 
people on how to manage the natural forests properly because of the benefits it provides 
to them. 
3. The government should discourage licensed hunters from using guns, snare traps, and 
dogs since they do not allow selectivity of sex, age of the animals to be killed. Individuals 
should be trained and mobilized on game ranching and domestication instead of 
indiscriminate killing and relying only on wild animals as bushmeat. 
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